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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(4) because 
reference character "100, 102, 104, 106, 108, 110, 112, 114, 116, 118" has been used to 
designate both the steps outlined in Fig. 2A, the optical components in Fig. 16/17/19, and the 
steps outlined in Fig. 20A/20B/20C. Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 
1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each drawing sheet 
submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top margin as either 
"Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective 
action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 5 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

In Claim 5, line 2, "a light-sensitive device" lacks proper antecedent basis. 



Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S. C. 102 that form the 
basts for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

4. Claims 1-4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Long US 
Patent No. 3,811,010. 

Regarding Claim 1, Long teaches (see Fig. 1-4) an intrusion detection system comprising 
a pair of optical lenses (in television cameras (10, 12), since television cameras inherently have a 
focusing lens) arranged a predetermined distance apart (see Fig. 1 and 3) and having overlapping 
fields of view within an area (1, 2, 3) (see Fig. 1 and 3) to be monitored to form a common field 
of view (see Fig. 1 and 3), at least one light-sensitive device (10, 12) responsive to light from 
each of the optical lenses, a range detector (42) responsive to signals from said light-sensitive 
device operable to determine a range to an object within the common field of view ( M E. . . L H - see 
Fig. 3 and 4), and a range discriminator (determining correlation of positions- see Col. 4, lines 
55-60) for setting at least one range gate (2) so as to sense objects within said common field of 
view at predetermined ranges (within zone 2) (see Fig. 3) and for ignoring objects that appear 
outside of said predetermined ranges (see Col. 1, lines 39-43, Col. 3, lines 12-25, and Col. 4, 
lines 55-60). 

Regarding Claim 2, Long teaches (see Fig. 1 and 3) a light-sensitive device (10, 12) for 
each lens. 
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Regarding Claim 3, Long teaches the light-sensitive devices including light-sensitive 
elements arranged in lines of pixels (since a video camera contains a photosensitive pixel array) 
operably selected by the range discriminator (see Fig. 4) to define the ranges included within the 
range gate (position corresponding to both television camera pixel arrays where the curves 
overlap at object position I). 

Regarding Claim 4, Long teaches multiple sets of lines of pixels (pixels of the television 
cameras corresponding to detection of object in zones 1, 2, or 3- see Fig. 4, "E. . . L M ) operably 
selected by the range discriminator to provide multiple range gates (zone 1, zone 2, zone 3) (see 
Fig. 1 and 3) for the selective detection of objects within said common field of view. 

Regarding Claim 6, Long teaches (see Fig. 1-4) an intrusion detection system for 
monitoring a secure area comprising a pair of electro-optical devices (10, 12) arranged a 
predetermined distance apart (see Fig. 3) having a common field of view in the secure area 
(zones 1, 2, 3) to be monitored, each electro-optical device comprising a lens (since television 
cameras inherently have a focusing lens) and a light-sensitive element (since television cameras 
inherently have an imaging pixel array, providing electrical signal outputs (28, 44)), each light- 
sensitive element having a pixel array of multiple lines of pixels, a data processing device (42) 
responsive to the light-sensitive element of each electro-optical device (see Col. 4, lines 51-60), 
the data processing device having a range detector to detect the presence of objects in the area to 
be monitored (see Col. 4, lines 7-14), said data processing device including a range gate selector 
(see Fig. 3) for discriminating (objects in detection area vs. background- see Col. 2, lines 25-3 1 
and Col. 4, lines 3-6) among said objects sensed by the range detector by extracting image data 
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(see monitors in Fig. 4) from selected ones of said multiple lines of pixels (corresponding to 
distance of object "E.. . L"- see Fig. 3 and 4) in each said respective pixel array. 

Regarding Claim 7, Long teaches said range gate selector is operable to create multiple 
zones (zones 1, 2, 3) (see Fig. 3) of ranges within said secure area to be monitored. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Long in 
view of Saban US Patent No. 5,500,525. 

Regarding Claims 5 and 8, Long teaches the system in Claims 4 and 6, according to the 
appropriate paragraph above. Long does not teach a velocity detector responsive to signals from 
the light-sensitive device and operable to determine velocity of an object sensed by said range 
detector within the ranges spanned by said range gates. Saban teaches a similar system with a 
range gate (23) (see Fig. 4), with a velocity detector (see Col. 5, lines 46-49) responsive to 
signals from a light-sensitive device (3) (see Fig. 2) and operable to determine velocity of an 
object sensed by said range detector (to determine a potential threat) within the ranges spanned 
by said range gate (see Col. 5, lines 26-28). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a velocity detector responsive to signals 
from the light-sensitive device and operable to determine velocity of an object sensed by said 



Application/Control Number: 10/750,469 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2878 

range detector within the ranges spanned by said range gates, as taught by Saban in the system of 
Long, to provide determination of the intruding object's movement for improved discrimination 
of the threat level of the intruding object. 

7. Claims 9-12, 14, and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Long in view of Mulleer US Patent No. 5,045,702. 

Regarding Claim 9, Long teaches the system in Claim 1, according to the appropriate 
paragraph above. Long also teaches the pair of optical lenses situated a predetermined distance 
above the horizontal ground surface (see Fig. 3). Long does not teach the area to be monitored is 
defined at least in part by a horizontal ground surface and the pair of optical lenses having lines 
of sight that intersect the horizontal ground surface at predetermined distances from the lenses. 
Muelleer teaches (see Fig. 9-1 1) a similar system, with an optical lens (see Col. 1, lines 18-23 
and Col. 6, lines 58-60) situated a predetermined distance above the horizontal ground surface 
(see Col. 7, lines 13-17), where the area to be monitored is defined (see Fig. 10, 1 1 and Col. 7, 
line 3 1) at least in part by a horizontal ground surface (see Fig. 10) and the optical lens has a line 
of sight that intersect the horizontal ground surface at a predetermined distance from the lens 
(see Fig. 10). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to provide the area to be monitored is defined at least in part by a horizontal 
ground surface and the optical lenses having lines of sight that intersect the horizontal ground 
surface at predetermined distances from the lenses, as taught by the Mulleer, in the system of 
Long, to provide tight coverage of the monitored area to detect short intrusive objects. 
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Regarding Claim 10, Long teaches (see Fig. 1 and 3) a light-sensitive device (10, 12) for 
each lens. 

Regarding Claim 1 1, Long teaches the light-sensitive devices including light-sensitive 
elements arranged in lines of pixels (since a video camera contains a photosensitive pixel array) 
operably selected by the range discriminator (see Fig. 4) to define the ranges included within the 
range gate (position corresponding to both television camera pixel arrays where the curves 
overlap at object position I). 

Regarding Claim 12, Long teaches multiple sets of lines of pixels (pixels of the television 
cameras corresponding to detection of object in zones 1, 2, or 3- see Fig. 4, H E... L") operably 
selected by the range discriminator to provide multiple range gates (zone 1, zone 2, zone 3) (see 
Fig. 1 and 3) for the selective detection of objects within said common field of view. 

Regarding Claim 14, Long teaches (see Fig. 3-4) an intrusion detection system for 
monitoring a secured area (zones 1, 2, 3) comprising a pair of passive electro-optical sensors (10, 
12), each sensor including a lens (since television cameras inherently have a focusing lens) and a 
light-sensitive device (since television cameras inherently have an imaging pixel array, providing 
electrical signal outputs (28, 44)) having rows of electronically scanned pixel elements, each row 
of pixel elements being responsive to light from objects appearing within said area (see (42) 
output in Fig. 4) at respective ranges (see Fig. 4), said pair of sensors being mounted a 
predetermined distance apart (see Fig. 3), and a data processing module (42) coupled to the light- 
sensitive devices (see Col. 4, lines 51-60) and having a range gate selector (see Fig. 3) for 
selecting predetermined lines of pixels (see Fig. 4) for processing (see Col. 4, lines 51-60) 
scanned image data from objects appearing at predetermined ranges (zone 1, zone 2, zone 3). 
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Long does not teach the pair of sensors aimed downward into said secured area at an angle 
obtuse to a horizontal reference line. Muelleer teaches (see Fig. 9-1 1) a similar system, with an 
passive electro-optical sensor (see Col. 1, lines 5-7) aimed downward into said secured area at an 
angle obtuse to a horizontal reference line (see Fig. 10). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the optical sensors aimed 
downward into said secured area at an angle obtuse to a horizontal reference line, as taught by 
the Mulleer, in the system of Long, to provide tight coverage of the monitored area to detect 
short intrusive objects. 

Regarding Claim 15, Long teaches said range gate selector is operable to create multiple 
zones (zones 1, 2, 3) (see Fig. 3) of ranges within said secure area to be monitored. 

8. Claims 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Long in 
view of Mulleer, further in view of Saban. 

Regarding Claims 13 and 16, Long in view of Mulleer teach the system in Claims 12 and 
14, according to the appropriate paragraph above. Long does not teach a velocity detector 
responsive to signals from the light-sensitive device and operable to determine velocity of an 
object sensed by said range detector within the ranges spanned by said range gates. Saban 
teaches a similar system with a range gate (23) (see Fig. 4), with a velocity detector (see Col. 5, 
lines 46-49) responsive to signals from a light-sensitive device (3) (see Fig. 2) and operable to 
determine velocity of an object sensed by said range detector (to determine a potential threat) 
within the ranges spanned by said range gate (see Col. 5, lines 26-28). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide a 
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velocity detector responsive to signals from the light-sensitive device and operable to determine 
velocity of an object sensed by said range detector within the ranges spanned by said range gates, 
as taught by Saban in the system of Long in view of Muleer, to provide determination of the 
intruding object's movement for improved discrimination of the threat level of the intruding 
object. 

Conclusion 

9. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Hardin et al. US Patent No. 5,586,063, teaches a system for detecting optical range and 
speed of a target object. 

Yokoyama et al. US Patent No. 5,602,944, teaches a system fro detecting an object using 
a pair of image sensors having different optical paths. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stephen Yam whose telephone number is (571)272-2449. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Porta can be reached on (571)272-2444. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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